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ir sy MBOLCISM 


OF THE 


LORD’S SUPPER. 


THE BREAD. 
x. The One Loaf. 
2. The Unbroken Loaf. 
3. The Wheaten Loaf. 
4. The Fine Wheaten Loaf. 
5. The Unieavened Loaf. 
6. The Broken Loaf. 
7. The Eating of the One Loaf. 


THE WINE. 
x. The Frait of the Vine. 
2. The Unileavened Cup. 
3- The One Cup. 
4. The Drinking of the One Cup. 


THE REMEMBRANCE. 
x. Of What He Was. 
2. Of What Me Became. 
3. Of What He Suffered. 
4. Of What He Did for Us. 
5. Of What He Conferred upon Us. 
‘‘ Till XE Come.’ 


THE ESSENCE OF AN ORDINANCE 
IS ITS SYMBOLISM. 


‘Take, eat! They were not merely to 
look at the bread, even after it had been 
broken, and so had been made to represent 
the breaking, bruising, suffering, dying of 
the Savior’s body; but they must take it 
and eat it; thus symbolically renewing that 
appropriation of the atonement which they 
are supposed to have made already, and 
without which they would have no right to 
the Supper. It is to be feared that many 
Communicants, even in the most Evangelical 
Churches, are so feeble in Christian char- 
acter that, in eating the Bread and drinking 
the Wine, they do little more than to make 
an effort to remember the historical fact 
that Christ died for Sinners.” 

Dr. WILLIAMS’ NOTEs ON MATT. xxvi: 27. 
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THE 


SYMBOLISM OF THE LORD'S SUPPER. 


CHAPTER I. 


The fearful declaration, ‘‘ eateth and drinketh damna- 
tion to himself,” etc.—Its import.—The Symbolism 
of the bread; 1. One loaf; 2. The unbroken loaf; 
3. The wheaten loaf; 4. The unleavened loaf; 5. 
The broken loaf; 6. The eating of the one loaf. 


HRIST has guarded no ordinance of his 
church with such solemn sanctions as he has 
his Supper. Notice the fearful words : 

‘¢ Whosoever shall eat this bread and drink this 
cup of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty of the 
body and blood of the Lord. 

‘For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and 
drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning the Lord’s 
body.” —(1 Cor. xi: 27, 29.) 

They are sufficient to appall the stoutest heart! 
‘¢Guilty of the body and blood of the Lord!” 
‘¢Eateth and drinketh damnation to himself!” It 
seems that he has left one ordinance at least that 
he will not allow profaned with impunity. The 
least these words can imply is certainly fearful 
enough to influence a Christian to the most serious 
inquiry for the proper observances of this rite. 
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WHAT DO THEY MEAN ? 


Grotius renders it: 
‘¢ He does the same thing as if he should slay Christ.” 


Bretschneider : 
‘‘Injuring by crime the body of Christ.” 


Bloomfield : 


‘¢ He shall be guilty respecting the body—~z. ¢., guilty of 
profaning the symbols of the body and blood of Christ, 
and consequently amenable to the punishment due to such 
an abuse of the highest means of grace.” 


Rosenmuller: 


‘«‘He shall be punished for such a deed as if he had re- 
jected Christ himself with ignominy.” 


Barnes: 


‘«The obvious and literal sense is evidently that they 
should, by such conduct, be involved in the sin of putting 
the Lord Jesus to death.”’—See Barnes, 22 loco. 

T am satisfied that there is no expression in 
the Bible that has more troubled and distressed 
the most conscientious Christians than these. 
There are thousands who go to the Lord’s Table 
with fear and trembling on account of them, and 
other thousands of pious Christians, who, through 
their misgivings, are deterred from approaching it. 
This ought not, and need not, so to be. 

Christ having commanded his disciples to ‘‘do 
it,” it is certain that we may know how to eat and s 
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drink worthily, so as to secure the divine ap- 
proval and blessing, rather than the deserved dis- 
pleasure of Ged. 

To explain the Supper so that the weakest Chris- 
tian may know how to eat and drink worthily, 
and to discern the Lord’s body, is my object. 

I see not well how this can be known unless the 
participant has some just knowledge of 


THE SYMBOLISM OF THE SUPPER. 


Prof. Harvey, in his late work on ‘‘ The Church,” 
has this: 


‘¢ The bread and wine are symbols divinely appointed to 
represent the body and blood of Christ, through which 
symbols the sacrifice of Christ is vividly presented to the 
mind, and by partaking of which the believer expresses in 
an outward and significant act, his faithin that sacrifice. 
The Supper is thus at once a symbol setting forth this cen- 
tral, vital fact, more distinctly than is possible in language; 
and a significant act, declaring the partaker’s personal re- 
liance on this fact as the ground of his salvation. Christ 
is present in the ordinance, as according to his promise; he 
is always present in his truth, but, as truth finds its clearest 
and strongest expression in the symbol, he is present in 
the Supper in a more marked manner than in the Word ; 
for, as in the Supper, the believing soul more clearly appre- 
hends Christ, and more fully yields itself to him; so in it 
Christ more clearly manifests himself to the soul, and more 
fully communicates to it the fullness of his life.’’ 


How important, then, that the expounders of 
the Word should clearly set forth and explain the 
symbolism of each act, so that the least intelligent 
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and instructed member of the church can under- 
stand, and thereby be enabled to apprehend the 
great doctrines in connection with the sacrifice of 
Christ, and so more fully enjoy the blessings con- 
nected with the observance of the ordinance. 

There are very many pastors who, in a pastorate 
of many years with a church, have never explained 
the symbolism of the Supper to the church or the 
people, and there are many thousands of gray- 
haired Baptists who have never heard an explana- 
tion of the symbolic teachings of the Supper. How 
can they be expected to more than commemo- 
rate ‘‘the mere historical fact that Christ died for 
sinners ?”” 

The first thing to be considered is the symbol- 
ism of 

THE BREAD. 

Bread and flesh have ever been considered the 
support of life. When there is a supply of either 
with pure water, there is no danger of famine, what- 
ever else may be wanting. These essential ele- 
ments of physical existence offer themselves as 
striking types and symbols of the source and sup- 
port of spiritual life. 

The flesh of animals was the first thing selected 
by God to bea type of Christ, the world’s great sin- 
offering. Subsequently bread of fine wheaten flour 
was added to the typical sacrifices of the Jews; and 
the blood of the slain beasts, which was their 


life, was appointed to be sprinkled. 
a 
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When God would deliver his chosen people 
from their bondage in Egypt, he commanded them 
to sprinkle the blood of a lamb upon the door- 
posts of their houses, as a sign for the destroying 
angel to pass over them; and this sprinkling 
of blood was appointed to be a type of salvation 
through the blood of the Lamb of God. And the 
unleavened bread appointed for the children of Is- 
rael to eat for seven days, in connection with their 
Passover, was designed to typify the sole agency 
of God in their salvation. Now each of these— 
the flesh, the bread—supports of physical life, to- 
gether with the d/ood of animals, which was their 
very life itself, were types of Christ, through whose 
sacrificial death we can alone receive the grace of 
spiritual life and nourishment. Christ applied 
these types to himself in his celebrated discourse 
recorded by John, sixth chapter: 

*¢ Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
his blood ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh 
and drinketh my blood hath eternal life. For my flesh is 
meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed. He that eat- 
eth my flesh and drinketh my blood dwelleth in me and I 
inhim. As the living Father hath sent me, and I live by 
the Father; so he that eateth me shall live by me.” 


When God was leading his people through the 
desert by the hand of Moses, they hungered and 
| longed for the flesh-pots of Egypt, and He sent 
the flesh of quails and manna from heaven, and 
thus supported them for forty years. Now this 
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flesh and this bread God designed to be types of 
Christ, whom he promised to give for the life of his 
people, and the Jews always understood that they 
were typical of their Messiah, who was to be to 
them spiritually what that flesh and bread was” 
to their fathers. They well understood this in 
theory; and when Jesus, claiming to be their 
Messiah, declared himself the true bread that 
came down from heaven—z. ¢., the antitype of the 
manna, they had no excuse for misunderstanding 
his meaning. They never for one moment believed 
that they were to literally eat the flesh and drink 
the blood of their Messiah when he came, in order 
to enjoy his promised blessings, but by receiving 
him, and believing him, and obeying him. 

In the following passages Christ asserts himself 
the antitype and substance, of which the flesh and 
the manna were the shadows: 


‘*T am that bread of life. Your fathers did eat manna 
in the wilderness, and are dead. This is the bread which 
cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof and 
not die. Iam the living bread, which came down from 
heaven. If any man eat of this bread, he shall live for- 
ever; and the bread that I will give him is my flesh, 
which I will give for the life of the world. Moses gave 
you not that bread from heaven; but my Father giveth 
you the true bread from heaven. For the bread of God 
is he who cometh down from heaven, and giveth life to 
the world.” 


Nor did Jesus leave them uninstructed as to 


what he meant by his flesh and blood, or what 
. 
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the eating of his flesh and the Brinkiny of his 
blood did signify: 


‘And Jesus said unto them, I am the bread of life; he 
that cometh to me shall never hunger, and he that be- 
lieveth on me shall never thirst” (v. 35). “Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, He that believeth on me hath ever- 
lasting life” (v. 47), ‘* What if ye shall see the Son of 
man ascend up where he was before? It is the Spirit that 
quickeneth; the flesh.profiteth nothing; the words that 
I speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life”’ 
(v. 63). 

The reader should bear in mind that in all the 
passages in which Christ speaks of his body, 
flesh, and blood, given for the life of the 
world, he does not mean his literal body, flesh, and 
blood, but the ‘‘ words’’—doctrine—he taught 
them; in a word, the plan of salvation consum- 
mated by his vicarious sufferings in that body of 
our flesh, and by his blood shed for the remission 
of sins. It is by apprehending and cordially re- 
ceiving the great truths represented to our minds 
by these expressive symbols that we eat the flesh 
and drink the blood of Christ, so that he becomes 
life eternal to us. A few passages will make this 
very clear to every mind: 

‘‘Whoso abideth not in the doctrine of Christ hath not 
God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ hath both 
the Father and the Son” (2 Jno. 9). For that life which 
T now live in the flesh I am living by that faith of that 
God and Christ who loved me, even to the delivering him- 
self up on my behalf” (literal)—Gal. ii: 20. 
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This, then, was ‘‘the bread of life” on which 
Paul lived. The bread of the Lord’s Supper, 
then, is not a symbol of the literal body or person 
of Christ, but of life through the sacrificial 
death of Christ—it is our fellowship, our par- 
ticipation of that which we symbolize in partaking 
of the bread. 


§ 1. THE ONE LOAF. 


Here are the passages that refer to the first 
element: 


‘He took a loaf, and, having given thanks, he brake it, 
and said, This is my body that on your behalf is offered or 
given” (literal). ‘‘As often as ye eat this loaf * * ye do 
show the Lord’s death until he come.” 


«« Because there is one loaf, we the many are one body 
[organization], for we all partake of the one loaf.’’—(1 Cor. 
reg 4075) 


““The loaf we break, Is it not the communion—~. ¢., 
participation—of the body of Christ?” 


In determining the symbolism of the elements, 
we should avoid the error most commentators have 
fallen into—#. e., making the bread and wine, which 
are symbols, symbolize the literal ‘‘body” and 
‘‘blood” of Christ, which, he teaches us, are but 
figures—figures of life through his sacrificial 
death—‘‘ the doctrine of Christ”—“ the Gospel of 
our salvation.” Symbols in no language symbol- 
ize symbols. Types never typify types in the spir- 

2 
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itual world, any more than shadows cast shadows 
in the natural world. * 

The bread of the Supper, then, symbolizes just 
what Christ taught the Jews his flesh and blood 
represented to them, viz., the ‘‘words” he spoke, 
‘‘his doctrine,” ‘‘the faith of the Gospel.” 

If I have rightly apprehended the symbol, the 
one loaf symbolizes the ‘‘one faith” of the Gos- 
pel—the one plan of salvation through Christ. 
There was but one Divine Savior, and it is not 
supposable that he would originate but one sys- 
tem of doctrine, and it is therefore expressly 
stated that there is but ‘‘one faith,” as there is 
but one Lord and Savior, who is the Author and 
the Finisher of ‘‘the faith”—not our act of faith, 
but the faith of the Gospel. f 

When we look upon ‘‘the one loaf’ upon the 
the table, we are symbolically taught that there is 
but one Savior, who is our bread of life, and but 
one Gospel—one saving faith or ‘‘doctrine of 
Christ,” one ‘‘plan of salvation,” one name given 
under heaven whereby we may be saved, and that 
one is Christ. 

But the symbolism of the Supper, like that of 
baptism, has a complex application. As each loaf 


* Not a few of our most scholarly writers and preachers 
speak of the Lord’s Supper as the antitype of the Pass- 
over. If I have done so, it has not been through igno- 
rance, but inadvertance. 

} There is no ‘‘ our,” but a definite article in the original. 
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represents the body of Christ, so it is designed to 
represent each church as ‘‘a body of Christ.” 
Paul said to the church at Corinth: ‘‘Ye are a 
body of Christ.” And, as the loaf is one—an 
organic unity, complete in itself—so the participants 
eating of the loaf must be ‘‘ one body,’’ one or- 
ganic unity; and, if so, only the members of one 
church can jointly partake of it together. 


§ 2. THE UNBROKEN LOAF, 


Then, symbolizes the unity of the faith of which 
Christ is the Author and Finisher, the Beginner and 
Perfecter; and that nothing less than a whole Gos- 
pel—the whole work of Christ—will save a soul. 
It required all he did to save one soul from death, 
so that all he did must constitute the ground of our 
trust. We may not accept a part and reject a part: 
accept a part of his ‘‘ all righteousness,” and sup- 
plement it with our own; accept a partial salva- 
tion by grace, and complete it by our works. No 
one ever was saved by such a faith. 

As respects the Church, the symbolism of the 
unbroken loaf demands that the church, cele- 
brating the rite, should be unbroken by schisms or 
factious parties. It is recorded of the church at 
Jerusalem, during the first great revival, that all 
that believed were of one accord; and, in the 
case of that church, the thing signified agreed 
with the symbol—unbroken unity. But Paul 
severely rebuked the church at Corinth because 

’ 
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of its divided state; rent, as it was, by heresies 
and factions, it was wholly disqualified to eat the 
Supper. 


§ 3. THE WHEATEN LOAF. 


The kind of flour of which the bread was to be 
made for the typical sacrifices, under the law, was 
by no means an unimportant matter. Flour from 
any grain used for food was not permissible. Only 
one kind of flour was allowed. God specifically 
commanded that the bread that was offered upon 
his altars should be wheaten bread, and we must 
believe that God had a design in this particularity— 
that it had some reference to its typical teaching. 
This we know, that it was the most costly bread 
that was used—that it was the only kind deemed 
fit for the table of kings or persons of dignity. 
We can see that this fitly symbolized the costliness 
of the sacrifice requisite for our redemption; the 
exceeding preciousness of the Gospel—the faith 
that alone can save a lost race. 


“For the redemption of their soul is precious, and 
ceaseth forever.”—(Ps. xlix: 8.) 

‘For the merchandise of it [wisdom] is better than the 
merchandise of silver, and the gain thereof than fine 
gold.’’—(Prov. iii: 14.) 

“Thanks be to God for his unspeakable gift.”—(2 Cor. 
ix: 15.) 

«“ Whereby are given unto us exceeding great and pre- 
cious promises.” —(2 Peter i: 4.) 
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§ 4. THE FINE WHEATEN LOAF. 


It must not merely be bread of wheat flour, 
but it must be fine flour of wheat. In his speci- 
fications concerning the quality of the flour allowed 
in the sacrifices, God specified fine flour nine- 
teen times. ‘There must have been a sufficent rea- 
son for this, though we may not apprehend it. If 
it pointed to the purity—the immaculateness—of 
the person of Christ, it certainly was an appropri- 
ate type, for he was holy and undefiled; if to the 
“‘ doctrine of Christ ”—the unadulterated faith of 
the Gospel, of which Christ was the Author and 
Perfecter, as I understand it—then it is most strik- 
ingly appropriate, and in harmony with the sym- 
bolism of the types. Nothing can be purer and 
sweeter than superfine flour of wheat. There 
is no deleterious foreign matter in it, and it can be 
Safely trusted to support life. So it is a pure Gos- 
pel alone that saves us; mixed with error, it is a 
savor of death. 

‘« The words of the Lord are pure words; as silver tried 
in a furnace of earth, purified seven times.’’—(Ps. xii: 6.) 

The words of the Lord constitute the faith of 
the gospel. 

«‘The words that I speak unto you, are spirit and are 
life,”-—-(Jno. vis 63; Prov. xxx:'5.) 

So should the body—church—partaking of the 
pure bread, be correspondingly pure and healthy 
in all its influences; the faith of its members un- 
adulterated; its doctrine pure, free from the least 

. 
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poison or defilement of error. Paul especially re- 
fers to the importance of wholesome words and 
sound doctrine, etc.; 

‘‘If thou put the brethren in remembrance of these 
things, thou shalt be a good minister of Jesus Christ, nour- 


ished up in words of faith and of sound doctrine, etc. 
(1 Tim. iv: 6; alsoi: 10, vi: 3 and 14. 


§ 5. THE UNLEAVENED LOAF. 


We are not left in the least doubt as to the kind 
of bread Christ used when he instituted the Sup- 
per. He took one of the loaves, or cakes, that had 
been scrupulously prepared for the Passover: ‘To 
meet the plea of those who claim that ‘‘the kind 
of bread” we use at the Lord’s Supper is a matter 
of indifference, and that Jesus doubtless used the 
unleavened loaf because “it was the most con- 
venient” and therefore we may use the most con; 
venient, article of bread. I submit the fact, that 
Christ designed the bread of his Supper to sym- 
bolize the self-same truth, fundamental to the plan 
of salvation, that the unleavened bread of the 
Passover, and of the burnt offerings under the law, 
was appointed to typify; namely, the great doc- 
trine that our salvation is alone of grace through 
the sacrificial death of Christ, that we ‘‘ are saved 
by grace through faith, and that not of ourselves.” 
This fact determines the kind of bread the churches 
must use at the Supper, if they would not vitiate 
its symbolism. Leaven is dough in a state of par- 
tial fermentation and decomposition—rottenness ; 
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and placed in a mass of sweet dough speedily 
excites fermentation, and, if left, the whole mass is 
speedily corrupted and made unfit for use. It is 
therefore most befittingly used as a type and a 
symbol of any doctrine or principle that depraves 
and corrupts. When God instituted the Passover 
he commanded, on pain of death or excision from 
his people, that no one should eat it with leav- 
ened bread. (Ex. xii: 15.) No Christian will 
charge God with capriciousness in the selection of 
unleavened bread. He explained to the Jews why 
he instituted the unleavened bread of the Passover. 
It was to teach them and their children, in the 
generations following, that he, their Sovereign Lord, 
alone and unassisted, had delivered them and 
brought them up out of Egypt: ‘‘ Remember this 
day, in which ye came out from Egypt, out of the 
house of bondage; for by strength of hand the 
Lord brought you out from this place; there shall 
no leavened bread be eaten.” Their salvation was 
of the Lord alone. To symbolize this fact, all 
leaven of every sort was to be diligently sought 
for in all their coasts for seven days, and burned 
with fire; and by this they were given to under- 
stand that God was jealous of his honor, and that 
no part of their salvation was ever to be ascribed 
to their self-help, to man or idol. 

In all the sacrifices of the Jewish worship, which 
typified salvation through the coming Messiah, no 
leaven was allowed to be used. Unleavened 
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wheaten bread of fine flour was alone permit 
ted. It typified the central doctrine of the gospel, 
salvation only by the grace of God through Christ. 
To add any thing of self-help, or any created assist- 
ance, vitiated and effectually destroyed the whole 
plan,—would be like adding leaven to a mass of 
pure dough. The least reliance upon works ren- 
ders null the grace of God. The apostle says: 
‘<Tf it is of works it is no more grace, else works 
are no more works; and if of grace it is no more 
works, else grace is no more grace.” This is the 
pure unadulterated doctrine of the gospel—salva- 
tion by grace. Understanding this enables us to 
see the force of the Savior’s warnings against 
“‘leaven ”’—how that a little leaven of false doc- 
trine, surreptitiously hid away in the churches, and 
left unpurged, would, like leaven hid in measures 
of meal, soon corrupt the whole mass of them. It 
should be immediately purged out. Paul seems to 
allude to this when he said, ‘‘A little leaven leav- 
eneth the whole lump.” 

Christ also warned his disciples to beware of the 
“‘leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees.” It was 
not their leavened bread, as he himself explained, 
but their leavened doctrine—comparable to modern 
Arminianism, legalism, and Ritualism—a depend- 
ence on self-righteousness and deeds of law, 
moral or ceremonial, for salvation. There can be 
no doubt that Christ symbolized the false doctrines 
of self-righteousness for salvation as leaven, and 
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this is what it typified; while the pure unleavened 
bread of the sacrifices and the Passover typified, 
as we have seen, the doctrine of salvation by grace 
only, through the sacrificial death and mediation 
of Christ. 

Paul uses leaven in the same sense, as a sym- 
bol of a corrupted faith—any thing in heart or life 
foreign and opposed to the teachings of the gospel 
of Christ. He evidently alludes to the symbolism 
of the Supper when he instructed the church at 
Corinth to exclude from its fellowship an ungodly 
man. The influence of this man in the church, 
Paul compared to leaven: ‘‘ Know ye not that a 
little leaven leaveneth the whole lump;” ‘‘Be not 
deceived, evil associations corrupt good manners ;” 
‘¢ Purge out, therefore, the old leaven—vice and 
sin—that ye—the church at Corinth—may be a new 
lump, as ye are unleavened.’’ Christians, by 
their profession, are holy, pure in heart, and there- 
fore ought to be in their faith and their lives. Paul 
invariably uses ‘‘leaven” as a symbol of a cor- 
rupt doctrine, of a mixed, and therefore un- 
saving faith, He declared to the churches of 
Galatia that the doctrine taught by the Judaizing 
teachers, who were generally members of the church 
at Jerusalem, was ‘‘ leaven.’’ It was in principle 
that selfsame doctrine of the Pharisees, which 
Christ called ‘‘leaven,” and of which he warned 
his disciples to beware—7. e., Judaism—dependence 
on deeds of law, self-righteousness for salvation in 
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whole or in part. Its name with us is Arminian- 
ism, which teaches that only so long as a Christian 
works is he saved. Let the reader study the whole 
fifth chapter of Galatians, and especially the sec- 
ond, third and fourth verses: 


“ Behold, I, Paul, say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, 
Christ shall profit you nothing. Christ is become of non- 
effect unto you: whosoever of you are justified [literally 
who are justifying yourselves by law] are separated from 
Christ; ye are fallen off from the grace. This persuasion 
cometh not of him who calleth you. A little leaven leav- 
eneth the whole lump.’’* 


False doctrine is leaven, and unleavened bread, 
without question, symbolized the fundamental doc- 
trine of salvation by grace only. 

But Paul, in his first letter to the church at Cor- 
inth, likens all ungodliness of heart and life to 
leaven—every thing in the daily conduct of its mem- 
bers contrary to the spirit of the gospel, and de- 
structive of its influence, to leaven,—and com- 
mands the church to purge out all such members 


* With this explanation the reader can the better under- 
stand the parable of the leaven, and of the mustard seed, for 
both teach the same thing. A little false doctrine hidden, 
and surreptitiously introduced into a church, if left to work 
out its natural result, will leaven the whole body, as a little 
leaven will corrupt a whole mass of dough. It should be 
purged out. The church of Christ, though small in his 
day, he foretold would become large, so that ‘the fowls 
of the air ’’—wicked persons, would lodge in it. What is 
the effect of a multitude of birds lodging in forest trees? 


22 THE SYMBOLISM 


before celebrating the Supper, as the head of a 
Jewish family was required to carefully remove all 
leaven from his house and burn it with fire before 
the Passover could be eaten. ‘‘ Purge out therefore 
the old leaven, that ye—the church at Corinth— 
may be a new—pure—lump, as ye are unleavened— 
pure. For Christ our Passover is sacrificed for 
us; let us keep the feast--the Supper—not with the 
old leaven of malice and wickedness, but with 
the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth” 
(1 Cor. v: 8). With a loaf of leavened bread 
upon the table, Paul’s allusion here would be with- 
out meaning, as his allusions to a burial in bap- 
tism would be if sprinkling or pouring was the act. 

As the thing symbolized must agree with the 
symbol, all those members whose lives are leav- 
ened with such conduct, and ‘‘walk” as Paul 
specifies in this epistle, as well as in that to the 
churches of Galatia, must be put away, ‘‘ purged 
out” of the church, else the feast is kept with 
‘‘old leaven.”’ 


“But now I have written unto you not to keep com- 
pany, if any man that is called a brother be a fornicator, 
or covetous, or an idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, ot 
an extortioner; with such an one, no, not to eat.’ 


To these characters in his letter to the churches 
of Galatia, he adds these works of the flesh: 
‘‘Adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, 


witchcraft, murders, revelings (or dancings of all sorts, 
for this is the literal import of the term, komoi, translated 
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revelings in our version) and such like; of the which I 
tell you before as I have also told you in time past, that 
they who do such things shall not inherit the kingdom of 
God.”—Gal. v: 19-22. 


The one unleavened loaf, therefore, symbolizes 
two things: 

1. The one, pure unadulterated faith of the 
gospel—the uncorrupted doctrine of Christ—viz., 
that salvation is solely by the grace of God in 
Christ Jesus. 

2. That the body—the church—should, like the 
loaf of which it partakes, be unleavened, 7. ¢., be- 
fore God and man a pure body. 

From this it is demonstrably clear that an Armi- 
nian in faith can not eat the Lord’s Supper wor- 
thily,—I mean one who believes in ‘falling from 
grace,’’ as it is called, because he believes that 
some deed of some law, though it be the ‘“‘law 
of pardon” or good works of some sort, must be 
added to God’s grace, and continued on the part 
of the Christian, or he can not be saved. The 
symbol of the unleavened loaf forbids his approach 
on peril of eating and drinking damnation to him- 
self. 

Such being the symbolic significancy of the 
bread used in the Supper—which I think no intel- 
ligent Christian will deny—it can not be a question 
but that the bread must be an unleavened loaf. 
A church that is so regardless of the symbolic 
teachings of the Supper as to use any kind of 
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bread,* can not scripturally discipline her mem- 
bers, should they decline to become particeps 
criminis in her violation of the divine law of the 
Supper. 

Suppose my church should adopt a fruit-cake 
for the bread, and molasses and water, or rasin- 
water for the ‘‘fruit of the vine,’’ would it be 
right for me to partake in violation of the law of 
Christ? Could the church discipline me for refus- 
ing to come to her table, for it would not be the 
Lord’s? For the violation of what law would 
she try me? She can make no law. She can not 
modify any appointment of Christ. She might as 
well discipline and exclude a member for refusing 
to attend a Saturday conference which Christ 
never required at his hands. 


§ 6. THE BROKEN LOAF. 


‘‘Christ took the loaf and broke it, saying, This is my 
body that is broken for you.” 


He could not have meant that his breaking of 
the loaf should symbolize his literal broken body, 


* A church in this State, of which the writer was a mem- 
ber, used a silver cake bought at the confectioners, to 
make a nice table. He wrapped the piece he took from 
the plate in his handkerchief, and on going out threw it 
into the gutter. Many of our churches use baker’s bread, 
a compound of Irish potatoes, flour, alum and leaven. 
Very many use the common light bread from the table. 
Why not corn bread, or Graham, or Buckwheat bread as 
well ? 
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because it is written, ‘‘not a bone of him was 
broken ;” but he explains (John vi: 5) ‘‘ the bread 
that I will give him is my flesh, which I will give 
for the life of the world.” ‘‘ For my flesh is meat 
indeed ’’—~. ¢., represents in the Supper what the 
flesh, bread, and blood of all the atonement sac- 
rifices under the law typified; viz., salvation 
through the sacrificial death of Christ. 

The breaking of the loaf, then, symbolized the 
grace of God, which is unto life, provided and 
made accessible by the voluntary offering up of 
Christ for his people. The loaf broken before our 
eyes symbolically teaches and assures us that all 
the covenant obligations Christ assumed for his 
people have been fully discharged; that the in- 
finite satisfaction, justly due to the divine govern- 
ment from us, which demanded the sufferings of 
the Infinite Redeemer, have been made, so that 
the free gift of eternal life through Christ can be 
offered to a lost race. 

Christ himself broke the loaf—prepared it to be 
eaten; so he himself provided bread of life for his 
people. No man took his life from him, he him- 
self laid down his own life. While he, the Lord 
of glory, veiled in our flesh and form, was the 
offering—bread—he himself was the only priest 
in the universe who could offer it up for us—he 
freely offered up himself. He furnished and 
offered the offering, and thus became the author 
and finisher of the faith. Glorious symbolism! 
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Salvation’s feast prepared by Christ at infinite ex- 
pense and graciously offered to the perishing famine- 
stricken millions of earth! Christ has broken the 
bread—nothing of it remains to be done. All 
things are now ready! He has fulfilled the all- 
righteousness the violated law demanded! 
“Nothing, either great or small, 
Remains for me to do; 


Jesus died and paid it all, 
All the debt I owe.” 


§ 7. THE EATING OF THE ONE LOAF. 
‘‘He took a loaf, and when he had given thanks, he 
brake it, and said, Take, eat; this is my body, which is 
broken for you [to eat.] 


‘The bread which we break, is it not the Communion— 
fellowship—of the body or church of Christ ?”’—1 Cor. xi. 


The first thing that strikes us in these Scriptures 
is the fact that Christ did nothing more than to 
‘“‘give thanks.’’ He did not use a word that 
indicated transubstantiation—any change wrought 
upon the bread; nor did he ‘‘ consecrate it,” 
impart to it a mystic, supernatural efficacy, but he 
simply gave thanks. And we should effect to do 
nothing more, and leave transubstantiation with 
the Catholics, who would make a sacrifice; and 
consecration with the Protestants, who would 
make a sacrament of it. We can all join with 
the pastor in giving hearty thanks for these speak- 
ing symbols of his love. The bread Christ held 
in his hand was not by him intended to symbolize 
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his ‘‘ mystical body,” if any one knows what that 
is; nor his literal body, but just what the flesh and 
blood of all the atonement sacrifices typified—just 
what the bread and flesh God sent from heaven 
to preserve the lives of the children of Israel typi- 
fied—the offer of eternal life through the sacrificial 
sufferings of Christ in literal flesh. This doctrine 
of Christ is the flesh, the body of Christ by which 
we became dead to the law. (See Rom. vii: 4.) 

Let Christ explain this: 

“‘T am that bread of life. I am the living bread which 
came down from heaven ; if any man eat of this bread he 
shall live forever. Except ye eat the flesh . . of the 
Son of God ye have no life in you. . . He that eateth 
me, even he shall live by me.” 


The command of Christ to his children to ‘‘ take 
and eat of the loaf” of his Supper, implies vastly 
more than to masticate a piece of unleavened 
bread in historical commemoration of the fact that 
Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Mary, was crucified. 
If this is all that is meant by ‘discerning the 
Lord’s body,” the unregenerate could discern it as 
well as the Christian. It is to eat Christ him- 
self in the sense he meant when he said above, 
‘‘He that eateth me shall live by me.” 

It means, then, that while we perform the phys- 
ical act of eating material bread, we should, by 
faith, gratefully review Christ’s gracious work of 
redemption, the living sacrifice of himself for our 
sins, realizing in our hearts a conscious participa- 


28 THE SYMBOLISM 


tion in the benefits of his death, and thus renew 
our faith, and confirm our trust in, and quicken 
our love for Him as our divine Redeemer. With 
such an exercise of faith and heart we should leave 
the table refreshened like a strong man with an 
abundance of meat. 

Thus we symbolize our personal rela- 
tions to Christ our Life. : 

But by eating of the one loaf with our brethren, 
we symbolize that we are fellow-members of 
the same particular church with them— 
members one of another of the self-same body. 
While the act only implies that all who partake 
are professed Christians, it is appointed by Christ 
to symbolize church relations—~. e., that all who 
partake are incorporated in the same local church— 
one body. A correct translation of 1 Cor. xvii 
will make this clear. The allusion to the symbol- 
ism of the Supper here is only by way of illus- 
tration, as is the apostle’s allusion to baptism in 
Rom. vi. 

«Because there is one loaf, we the many [members of 
the church at Corinth] are one body: for we all partake 
of the one loaf.” 

That is, we use but one loaf to symbolize the 
fact that we are all members of but one visible 
church, which the term body evidently refers to. 
The idea of organic unity—one body—rules 
the expression. The many particles of flour were, 
by chemical affinity, incorporated into oneness— 
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one loaf; so the members of each local church, 
by spiritual affinity, and one act of profession, 
are incorporated into one organism. 

‘For in one spirit we are all baptized into one body * * 
and all have been made to drink into one spirit.””—(1 Cor. 
xli: 13.) 

Paul’s instruction to the church at Corinth 
(1 Cor. xi: 2) corroborates the above interpre- 
tation—z. ¢., that the Supper was placed under 
the guardianship of each local church, and sym- 
bolizes church relations; they were to ‘‘tarry 
one for the other”—observe it as a church. 
So important is the right understanding of this 
subject, so generally overlooked and misunder- 
stood, that I submit the opinions of several stand- 
ard authorities: 

Macknight : 

‘“¢The Greek word artos, especially, when joined with 
words of number, always signifies a loaf, and is so trans- 
lated in our Bibles: Matt. xvi: 9—‘ Do ye not understand, 
neither remember the five—artous—loaves of the five 
thousand?’ Matt. iv: 3—‘Command that these stones 
be made—artous—loaves.’” 


Olshausen : 


‘¢ As all who constitute the Church (hoi pantes) eat of 
one and the same bread * * so this common participation 
converts their plurality (hoi polloi) into a higher unity—a 
“body of Christ’? in a comprehensive sense—so that the 
Church itself may be called Christ” (xii: 12). 


Dr. Knapp: 
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V. 17. ** While we all eat of one and the same bread (a 
portion of which is broken for each), we profess to be all 
members of one body—#. ¢., of one church.”—Christian 
Theology. 


Dr. Adam Clark, the standard Methodist com- 
mentator, says: 


‘“‘The original would be better translated thus: Be- 
cause there is one bread or loaf, we who are many 
are one body. As only one loaf was used at the pass- 
over, and those who partook of it were considered one 
religious body [family], so we who partake of the euchar- 
istical bread and wine in commemoration of the sacrificial 
death of Christ are one spiritual society,” etc. 


Albert Barnes: 


1 Cor. x: 17. Are one bread. “One loaf, one cake. 
That is, we are united, or are one. There is evident allu- 
sion here to the fact, that the loaf or cake was composed of 
many separate grains of wheat, or portions of flour united 
in one; or, that, as one loaf was broken and partaken by 
all, it was implied that they were all one. We are all one 
society, * * and one body, one society.”’ 


Prof. Curtis, who has profoundly studied this 
ordinance, says: 


‘«The meaning of this passage must turn upon the sense 
we ascribe to of zoaaoi. Most commentators [they are 
Pedobaptists, and therefore the advocates of the Universal 
Church theory] seem to suppose that it means ‘the many,’ 
and is equivalent to ‘all Christians’ [and some Baptists 
claim it means ‘all Baptists’], but on this we remark: 

«‘t, That the article combined with the plural, here, 
by no means necessarily gives it the sense of ‘the many, 
and might, perhaps, fairly be translated ‘many,’ as “in 
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Matt. xxiv: 12—‘And because the love of many (toon 
polloon) shall wax cold;’ or, as in 2 Cor. ii: 17—* We are 
not as many (oi polloi) which corrupt the Word of God.’ 
So our English translators render it in the passage we are 
considering. The sense would then be fairly paraphrased 
thus: ‘Because, every time we celebrate the Lord’s Sup- 
per, there is one loaf used, of which all the communicants 
participate. We who eat of it, and who are naturally 
many, become thereby symbolically one body with the 
test of the communicants, because we all participate of 
that one loaf.’ 

‘©, Even if ‘oi polloi’ be translated ‘the many,’ it must 
still mean that we are proved to be one body [one church], 
not with all Christians [nor with all Baptists], but with all 
with whom we partake of the symbolic elements. The 
meaning of pantes—‘all’—in the next clause, is in terms 
circumscribed to those who participate of the same loaf.” — 
Com. p. 2945. 


Prof. Curtis has this upon 1 Cor. xi: 20, 21-33: 


*¢ We consider the Lord’s Supper, then, as a symbol of 
church relations. When we say this, we mean that there 
is a fellowship in church relations, professed with those 
Christians with whom we visibly celebrate. We desire to 
show that this is the true view of the Lord’s Supper. 
‘When ye come together therefore into one place,’ says 
the apostle, ‘this is not to eat the Lord’s Supper. For in 
eating every one taketh before other,’ etc, * * ‘Where- 
fore, my brethren, when ye come together to eat, tarry one 
for another’ (1 Cor. xi: 20, 21 and 33). The apostle here 
clearly alludes to it as the universally current opinion, 
that the Lord’s Supper was a church ordinance, so far as 
this, that it was completely celebrated in one place, by 
one church. When he bids ‘ them tarry for one another,’ 
he clearly intimates * * that it expresses the relations of 
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the members of that church to each other, as such.”— 
Com., pp. 85, 86. 


Again: 


‘Thus, then, it is clear [z. ¢., from 1 Cor. xi] that the 
Lord’s Supper is given in charge to those visible churches 
of Christ, in the midst of which he has promised to walk 
and dwell (Rev. ii: 2). To each of these it belongs to 
celebrate it as one family. [Then certainly not as parts 
of different families or bodies.] The members of that 
particular church are to be tarried for, and it is to be a 
symbol of their relations, as members, to each other.” — 
Progress of Baptist Principles, p. 307. 


If this be so, then is intercommunion impossi- 
ble. 
Dr. Richard Fuller, in his work on ‘‘ Baptism 


”? 


and Communion,” says: 


‘As the passover was a meal for each family only, so 
the Supper is a family repast, for the members of that 
particular church in which the table is spread. This is 
so plain to our minds, hearts, and conciences, that there is 
never any discussion about it.’”’ 


Dr. A. P. Williams, in his work on the ‘‘ Lord’s 
Supper,” says: 

“Now here (1 Cor. x: 16, 17) it is plainly argued that 
this joint participation in the one cup, and the one bread, 


is designed to show that the participants are but one body, 
and, as such, they share this joint participation.” 


Dr. Harvey, Prof. of Theology in Hamilton 
Seminary, N. Y., in his late work, ‘‘ The Church,” 


p. 221, says: : 


OF THE LORD’S SUPPER. 33 


“It is a symbol of church fellowship. 

‘‘When a man eats of that ‘one bread,’ and drinks of 
that ‘one cup,’ he, in this act, professes himself a member 
of that ‘one body,’ in hearty, holy sympathy with its doc- 
trines and life, and freely and fully subjecting himself to 
its watch-care and government (1 Cor. x; 17). Hence, 
in 1 Cor. v: 11, the Church is forbidden to eat (in the 
Lord’s Supper, as the context clearly shows) with immoral 
persons, thus distinctly making the ordinance a symbol of 
church-fellowship.” 

That Dr. Harvey clearly apprehends the ‘‘one 
body,” in this passage, as referring to the one 
local church at Corinth, he leaves us in no doubt, 
for an invisible church has neither watch-care nor 
government, and there can be no reasonable doubt 
that this is the apostle’s meaning, despite the efforts 
of the advocates of the Universal Church theory, 
He is also clear that the eating of the ‘‘ one loaf” 
symbolizes the fact that each member eating pro- 
fesses himself a member of that one church, 
and in hearty subjection to its govern- 
ment, which a member of another church 
could not do. The reader can see that intercom- 
munion with members of other churches is as 
certainly forbidden as it is with immoral per- 
sons, for the one as certainly vitiates the symbol- 
ism as the other. 

Dr. Wm. C. Buck, D. D., in his great work, 
‘¢‘The Philosophy of Religion,” has these strong 
comments on 1 Cor. x: 17: 


‘‘That it was the design of the Lord to signify, in the 
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use of this ordinance, the unity of each church as one 
body, is distinctly asserted by the apostle; for he assures 
us that ‘one bread’ is the symbol of ‘one body ;’ and he 
further teaches us that ‘we,’ the apostles, break the ‘one 
bread ’—loaf—and bless the ‘ one cup,’ and we have proof, 
as clear as a ray of light from heaven, that they copied, 
with punctilious exactitude, the pattern set them by the 
Messiah. We may therefore consider this a settled prin- 
ciple in the practical philosophy of this rite.””"—p. 456. 


While I might add other distinguished authorities, 
I will conclude in the language of Prof. Curtis: 
“That the Lord’s Supper is a symbol of church rela- 
tions, subsisting between those who unite together in the 
participation of it, * * can be shown in many ways.”— 
p- 136. 
CONCLUSIONS. 


The following axiom will assist us in drawing 
our conclusions from the above exegesis of the 
passages: 


AXIOM. 


The rite is vitiated and null when the thing sym- 
bolized does not exist. 


Two things are symbolized when a church cele- 
brates the Supper: 

1. That a spiritual relationship exists between 
the participants and Christ, effected through his 
sacrificial death and atonement. 

2. That visible church relations exist between 
all those who jointly partake of the ‘one loaf;” 
that though many individual Christians, yet oe 
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constitute one organic unity—‘‘one body”—one 
particular church. 

1. We conclude, therefore, that the Supper can 
be celebrated only as a church ordinance—z ¢., 
by a particular church; and, as such, a church 
can not invite other than her own members to a 
joint Communion, without vitiating the symbolism 
of the one loaf, since the thing signified would not 
exist—viz., church relationship of all the commun- 
icants, 

2. We conclude, that, since the Supper was di- 
vinely appointed to be observed as a church or- 
dinance, it would be a profanation of the ordi- 
nance for a Christian to attempt to observe it pri- 
vately; or for a company of such to observe it 
socially, since the symbolism would be vitiated. 

3. We conclude that should you go to the table 
of a church, of which you are not a member, and 
partake, not being a member, you would to all in- 
tents and purposes be eating as an individual, and 
would eat and drink unworthily. The invitation 
of the pastor or of the church would not change 
your relation to that church or its ordinance, for 
two reasons: 1. The invitation of the pastor or 
church to partake, does not make you a member 
of that church, and you can not partake of the 
Supper scripturally or worthily with any church 
of which you are not amember; and, 2. The pas- 
tor nor the church has any authority to give such 
an invitation, and therefore the invitation gives 
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you no warrant to disobey Christ, by violating the 

laws he has appointed for the observance of his 

ordinance. You can only eat it worthily in 

the church of which you are a member. 
Prof. Curtis says : 


“It [the joint participation of the Supper] therefore un- 
questionably indicates visible church relations as sub- 
sisting among all who, by right, unite together in its 
celebration. Occasional communion, by invitation, 
must follow therefore the principles established for the reg- 
ular celebration of this ordinance. We may not bend the 
rule to the exception, but the exception to the rule.””— Prog. 
Bap. Prin., p. 303, 304. 

This means that those visitors wishing to Com- 
mune, must first unite with the church—actual 
church relationship must exist between all 
the communicants and the church to pre- 
serve the divine symbolism. 

4. We have good reasons to conclude that Infin- 
ite Wisdom appointed the symbolism of the one 
loaf, to impress his people by keeping the fact con- 
stantly before their eyes, that the churches of 
Christ are each complete and independent 
bodies, and that he never designed a na- 
tional or universal church, such as Catholics 
and Protestants have originated. It may have 
been for this, as well as other reasons, that he 
guarded its perversion with such appalling sanc- 
tions. It is certain that had this ordinance always 
been observed as delivered, there never would, for 

’ 
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there never could, have been a national or univer- 
sal church originated. The divine directions are 
that all the members of each church assemble at 
one place, and for the church to tarry until the 
members are assembled, and to all eat and drink 
together. But national, provincial, or universal 
churches (?) like those of the Catholics and Prot- 
estants never did, never can, assemble to eat the 
Lord’s Supper. 

From the second century there has been a strong 
tendency to church confederation and central- 
ization. It is a noticeable fact that all who have 
apostatized from the true churches, both Catholics 
and Protestants, have adopted the national or 
universal church theory! 
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CHAPTER II. 


——0 Soo — 


THE WINE. 


1. Zhe Fruit of the Vine; 2. The unleavened Fruit 
of the Vine; 3. The One Cup; 4. The drinking 
of the One Cup. ; 


: HRIST used and enjoined the use of the 
fruit of the vine. 

This proposition all will admit, for it is 
the very language of Christ. 

‘‘But I say unto you, I will no more 
drink of the fruit of the vine,” etc. And he gave 
it to them, and said: ‘‘Take, drink ye all of it.”’ 
—Matt. xxvi: 27-29. 

It was, then, the fruit of the vine, not of the 
tree, or of corn, and much less of the brier, that 
Jesus had drank with his disciples, and here com- 
mands them to drink. To use the fruit of any 
thing, save of the vine, is to violate the positive 
command of Christ. It well becomes us, then, 
to impartially ascertain what this ‘‘fruit of the 
vine” signified. 

It will not be denied, that throughout the Bible, 
this phrase is used to denote one definite kind of 
drink—‘‘the blood of the grape” (Deut. xxxii: 

’ 
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4)—wine. The Jews designated it by several 
words, as yani, tirosh, asis, chamer, but all 
meaning the same thing—the expressed juice of 
the grape. This leads to another question: 

Was this ‘‘fruit of the vine” the fermented or 
unfermented juice of the grape—unleavened or 
leavened ? 

This is only asking whether it was real wine 
at all, or something else. I do not understand 
that there ever was, or can be, a drop of real 
wine made without fermentation. The technical 
name of the mass of crushed grapes, or juice, 
before fermentation, is ‘‘must.” If it is ever 
called wine before fermentation, which is the 
process by which all leaven is purged out, it is 
by anticipation; as it is said of the cook, ‘‘she 
has just put her bread into the oven to bake.” 
The cook never bakes bread, but the dough to 
make it bread. The dough is sometimes called 
bread by anticipation. 

It will be conceded by all that the wine Jesus 
used at the passover was identical with that the 
Jews were, in that age, wont to use in its observ- 
ance, whatever they may use now. 

It has been absurdly argued that fermented wine 
could not have been used at the passover, because 
leaven was expressly forbidden. For this very 
reason fermented wine should be used. That 
which causes fermentation in wine is comparable 
to leaven—foreign to the nature of wine; and 
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fermentation is but the latent energy of nature to 
throw this matter off, or settle it to the bottom of 
the vessel, so as to leave the wine pure and clear, 
and fitted to drink. Before this clarifying process 
takes place, it is unfit to drink, and will produce 
powerful cathartic effects. The corn and wine of 
Palestine were valuable products of trade and com- 
merce, but unfermented wine was not known in 
their consumption or commerce. 

(1) Yani is the usual term for their wine. It 
is used one hundred and thirty-six times in the 
Hebrew of the Old Testament. That it was fer- 
mented, and, therefore, if used to excess, intoxi- 
cating, read Gen. ix: 21-24, and Prov. xx: 1, and 
Ps. civ; 15. In itself, rightly used, it was valua- 
ble; but, abused, a curse. 

(2) Tirosh, new wine, or wine of the first 
year, unmellowed by age, and heady. In Hosea 
iv: 11, we are told that ‘‘whoredom and wine 
(yani, and new wine, tirosh) take away the 
heart.” Not if tirosh was insipited and unpala: 
table ‘‘must.” Improperly used, tirosh can ex: 
cite men to evil. 

(3) Asis is used in four places, and capable of 
intoxicating (Isa. xlix: 29). 

(4) Chamer was the fermented juice of the 
grape (Deut. xxxii: 14, Isa. xxvii: 2). In both 
cases spoken of as a valuable product of the soil. 
One of the distinguished blessings God promised. 


to his obedient people (Prov. iii: ro). 
$ 
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The Holy Spirit selected but one Greek word 
to indicate the wine Christ was charged with 
drinking, which he made at Cana, which the 
Jews used at their passover, which Paul instructed 
the churches he organized to use at the Lord’s 
Supper, and Timothy to drink medicinally. That 
word is Oinos. It is used twenty-seven times in 
the New Testament to indicate the fermented juice 
of the grape, twice as wine drinker, and five times 
figuratively. There is not the slightest ground for 
the most captious to question the well-established 
fact that oinos means the fermented juice of the 
grape. Think of the Jews charging Christ with 
being a bibber of something wholly unintoxicating ! 
And Christ’s comparison founded upon men put- 
ting new grape-jelly, or conserves of grapes, into 
old skins, and they bursting per consequence! Or 
the members of the church at Corinth getting 
drunk on canned grape juice and sugar! But 
seriously, this latter case settles the question with 
all who bow to the authority of inspiration, This 
church used the kind of wine Paul instructed them 
to use when he instituted the ordinance. It was 
the fermented juice of the grape, and intoxicating 
when used to excess. He charged them with get- 
ting drunk at the communion table; but, in cor- 
recting their abuses, he did not tell them they used 
the wrong kind of wine, but only that they drank 
too much of the kind he appointed. 

So much has been said and written of late by 
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fanatical men under the plea of ‘‘temperance,” and 
yet much against the cause of temperance, to 
drive the wine from the Lord’s Supper which 
Christ used and commanded us to use till he 
-omes again, that I submit a few authorities con- 
clusive of the question. 

The claim is that fermented wine was not 
used by the Jews, in their passover, in the days 
of Christ; but the unfermented juice, preserved 
by boiling, or the water of dried raisins, or con- 
serves of grapes, etc., and, therefore, we may, 
and should, use such slop; or even molasses and 
water, or water only, rather than real wine. 

Rev. J. W. Willmarth, of Philadelphia, in an 
exhaustive article in reply to one of these raisin- 
water advocates, says: 

“ Evidence in regard to what modern Jews practiced, in 
the passover, is not decisive. It requires much credulity 
to believe that the ancient passover cup, and the ‘cup of 
blessings,’ were filled with ‘an infusion of raisins in water,’ 
which Dr. Cunningham says Jews now use. If true wine 
was the only wine known to the Jews, and to the writers 
of the Bible, who can doubt that the same is meant in 


the Mishna, and was used at the passover, and so at the 
communion ? 

“‘T feel justified, therefore, in reaffirming them; and in 
exhorting my brethren not to mutilate the Lord’s ordi- 
nance, in accordance with the demands of ultraists, whose 
exegesis is worthless, and whose projects would annul the 
commandment of Christ, without doing a particle of good 
to any human interest.’’ 


A. Van Dyck, D. D., for twenty-five years mis- 
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sionary in Syria, and a philologist of great renown, 
says (Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol. 26, p. 170): 


“There is not, and, as far as I can find out, there never 
was, in Syria, any thing like what has been called ‘unfer- 
mented wine.’ The thing is not known in the East * * 
They could not keep grape or raisin-water unfermented, if 
they would. It would become either wine or vinegar in a 
few days, or go into putrefactive fermentation. The native 
churches—Evangelical, Maronite, Greek, Coptic, and Ar- 
minian—all use fermented wine at the communion, They 
have no other, and have no idea of any other. 

““The evidence goes to confirm my views of ‘Bible 
wine,’ and of the wine of the Lord’s Supper. If any 
one wishes to examine further, the sources of information 
are open; the verdict of Christian scholarship is decisive.” 


If the reader will refer to ‘‘ Hackett’s Smith’s 
Bible Dictionary,”’? Art. WINE, he will find this: 


‘In the condemnatory passages, no exception is made 
in favor of any other kind of liquid, passing under the 
same name, but not invested with the same dangerous 
qualities. 

‘« Nor again, in these passages, is there any decisive con- 
demnation of the substance itself, which would enforce 
the conclusion, that elsewhere an unfermented liquid must 
be understood. The condemnation must be understood of 
excessive use in any case; for even when this is not ex- 
pressed, it is implied ; and, therefore, the instances of wine 
being drunk without any reproof of the act, may, with as 
great improbability, imply the moderate use of an intoxi- 
cating beverage, as the use of an unintoxicating one.” 


The editor of the Congregational Review, No. 54, 
in reviewing a book of Mr. Thayer’s on “Com- 
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munion Wine and Bible Temperance,’’ published 
by the National Temperance Society, in which he 
attempts to show that there are two kinds of wine 
mentioned in the Bible, one intoxicating and the 
other not, uses this language: 


‘We have gone over the arguments he has produced; 
we have considered his so-called evidence, which has so 
often. done duty in its narrow range; we have pondered 
the discussions of Lee, Nott, Ritchie, and Duffield before 
him; what is more, we have gone over the Greek and He- 
brew Scriptures carefully for ourselves; have sifted testi- 
mony of travelers who know, and those who did not know; 
have corresponded with missionaries and Jewish Rabbis 
on this subject; and, if there is any thing in Biblical liter- 
ature on which we can speak confidently, we have no 
doubt that Dr. Lawrie is right, and that Rev. Mr. Thayer 
is wrong. In these views we are thoroughly supported. 
If we mistake not, the Biblical scholarship of Andover, 
Princeton, Newton, Chicago, and New Haven, as well as 
‘Smith’s Bible Dictionary,’ and ‘ Kitto’s Bible Cyclopedia,’ 
is with us. One of the most learned and devout scholars 
of this country recently said to us: ‘None but a third- 
rate scholar adopts the view that the Bible describes 
two kinds of wine.’”’ 


Gavazzi, the most learned and eloquent Protes- 
tant preacher of Italy, says: 


‘T have indulged in the expression ‘unfermented wine’ 
for the sake of argument, * * although, to me, as an 
Italian, the expression imparts downright nonsense. In 
fact, wine is only wine by fermentation, and to speak of 
unfermented wine, is to speak of dry water, of nightly sun, 
of unelectric lightning.” —Be/fast Witness, 


Such a cloud of witnesses, representing the 
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highest scholarship of America, ought to forever 
settle this wine question with every Christian man 
and woman. 

The fruit of the vine, purged of all its leaven, 
cleansed of all impurities by nature’s own energy, 
was used by Christ, instead of blood, to symbolize 
the great fundamental doctrine of his vicarious suf- 
ferings and death for his people—the laying down 
of his own life. It was none other than the Lord 
of glory, the Lawmaker himself, who so pitied and 
loved us that he gave himself, and not another, for 
us; who alone, without the partnership aid of man 
or angel, endured all the penalty due our sins. It 
is this great fact we should discern, that it was the 
Lord’s—our Lord’s—body, and not the body of a 
mere human being, that was lacerated and torn, 
and writhed in pain, every pang of which reached 
the Divinity that inhabited it: that it was our 
Lord’s blood which the wine symbolized, even the 
blood of the Everlasting Covenant, every drop of 
which cost him a pain; and not the blood of a 
man, the sufferings of a mortal being, in the slight- 
est conceivable degree, that is symbolized by the 
wine of the Supper.* What had mortal, finite man 

* Since the fifth century there have been dialecticians 
who claim that it is impossible for Divinity to suffer, and 
that the mere human part of Christ alone endured all the 
suffering, while the divine part of the Christ, the Lord of 
glory, suffered not the slightest inconvenience! If this be 


so, then the wine symbolizes the blood of a human being, 
and not the blood of God, our divine Redeemer, and we 
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to do in assisting Christ to pay our penalty, much 
less to have paid it all! Christ surely had no 
helper in this infinite transaction. The name he 
ever wishes to be known to us is the ‘‘Lord our 
Righteousness.” He himself, unassisted and alone, 
fulfilled all righteousness for us; and it was none 
other than the blood of our Divine Redeemer that 
was the purchase price of our redemption. Paul 
emphasizes this fact in the strongest language pos- 
sible, when he declares that God purchased his 
Church with his own blood (Acts xx: 28), his 
own sufferings, and the offering up of himself 
as a sacrifice for our sins. 


THE ONE CUP. 


There should be but ‘‘one cup” or measure of 
wine upon the table, not several bottles or meas:+ 
ures, and this, after thanks, can be poured into as 


many glasses or cups as is necessary to distribute 
it readily. 

“<The loaf which we break, is it not Communion in the 
body of Christ? Because [as there is] one loaf, we the 
many are one body, for we are all partakers of the one 
loaf.’ Such seems to us most probably the translation of 
this confessedly difficult passage . . . There should 
be only one loaf and one vessel of wine, to symbolize the 
one body.” —Religious Herald, September 30, 1880. 


While in one aspect it has respect to the one- 


find ourselves idolaters! But Christ said: ‘This is my 


blood,’ it symbolizes my sufferings and death in your own 
stead. 
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ness of the local body celebrating, in another it 
symbolizes the one sacrificial offering of Christ for 
us. We have heretofore seen that whatever was used 
to typify—point forward to—the salvation pro- 
vided through the sacrifice and mediation of Christ, 
is selected to symbolize—point back to the same 
saving truths. By referring to the twenty-ninth of 
Exodus we find the law of the daily sacrifices. 
One lamb was appointed to be offered for the 
morning and one for the evening sacrifice contin- 
ually, and in this way: ‘‘ And with the one lamb 
a tenth deal of flour mingled with a fourth part of 
a hin of beaten oil, and a fourth part of a hin of 
wine fora drink offering.” This offering was a 
representative of all the atonement sacrifices, be- 
cause general in its application and continually 
offered. It was precisely at the hour when the 
evening atonement sacrifice was to be offered that 
Christ on the cross cried out with a loud voice, 
“«Tt is finished;” and yielded up his spirit—offered 
up himself. This cry signified that all the types 
that pointed to the Great Sacrifice for sin once to 
be offered, were in him fulfilled; in visible attes- 
tation of which—‘‘ Behold! the veil of the temple 
was rent in twain from the top to the bottom,” 
and the mercy-seat, now sprinkled with the blood 
of the everlasting covenant, and thus made acces- 
sible to sinful man, was thrown open to the ap- 
proach of a lost race through the mediation of 


Jesus Christ. 
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So, in this ordinance, wine instead of blood is 
employed to symbolize the great saving truth, that 
a complete satisfaction of the infinite claims of vi- 
olated law had been made by the blood—the 
precious blood—of our Divine Redeemer. Christ 
said of the wine, this is—represents—the new cove- 
nant in my blood which was shed for you. The 
doctrine, the saving truth symbolized, is salvation 
only through the sufferings and death of 
Christ. Theonecup or measure of wine, there- 
fore, evidently signifies the one suffering Re- 
deemer, not two, a God and a man, but one victim, 
the one offering for sin, not two, the one human 
and. the one divine; and that but once offered for 
our sins, which forever takes the place of those 
continual offerings which could not take away sin. 
Paul explains it thus: ‘‘ By the which will or cove- 
nant, ratified by the blood of Christ, we are sanc- 
tified through the offering of the body of Jesus 
Christ once.’’ Here Paul refers to the daily sac- 
rifices above described: ‘‘ And every priest stand- 
eth daily ministering and offering oftentimes the 
same sacrifices, which can never take away sins; 
but this man, after he had offered one sacrifice 
for sins forever, sat down on the right hand of 
God. For by one offering he hath perfected 
forever them that are sanctified.” 

By the light of this teaching we can the better 
understand Paul’s reasoning with the Jewish Chris- 
tians upon this one offering, once for all offered 
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for each one that comes to God by it has had all 
its divine efficacy applied to his cleansing and 
sanctification. If such an one should fall away 
from this, lose the efficacy of this, he must neces- 
sarily be lost forever, since there remaineth no 
more sacrifice for sin. Christ can not again suffer 
and die as his sacrifice, and no other blood is 
more availing, and this can not be applied the 
second time, and, therefore, it must be impossi- 
ble to renew such an one to repentance, to save 
one who has exhausted the efficacy of the one and 
only offering for sin. The reader will see that it 
is only a supposition, doubtless used to empha- 
size the infinite superiority of the blood of Christ 
over that of the blood of the bestial sacrifices un- 
der the law. Paul leaves his brethren in no doubt 
as to the value of the blood of Christ, for he de- 
clares that, by its application once, ‘‘it forever 
perfected those sanctified by it,” so that there was 
no necessity for Christ to be offered again, or for 
any other atoning blood to be applied, since the 
efficacy of the blood of Christ can never be 
lost. Bless God for this symbol of deepest sig- 
nificance! One cup—one blood. Enough for 
me—for all, and one application of it! Enough, 
since it forever perfects, saves, all who receive its 
gracious cleansing! 
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CHAPTER III. 


—c0 $40-0—_—_ 
THE REMEMBRANCE OF CHRIST. 


‘This do in remembrance of me.’’—Christ. 


We should remember; 1. Who He was who suffered 
for us; 2. What he became for us; 3. What he 
suffered for us; 4. What he has conferred upon 
us. 5. We can remember him alone at the Supper.— 
Finally, how we may know that we eat and drink 
worthily. 


§ 1. WE MUST REMEMBER WHO HE IS. 


E is not the highest angel in the heavens— 
the archangel—next in intelligence and 
power to the throne of God: ‘ For unto 
which of the angels said he at any time 
thou art my Son?” What could the arch- 

angel, assisted by all the sinless angels in heaven, 
have done to save us—to pay the infinite debt of 
penal suffering which a violated law justly claimed 
from us? Their united sufferings forever would 
not have been an expiation for one sin: since 
they, being finite, could have rendered only 
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finite satisfaction. Much less was he a man, a 
human being like ourselves, who suffered for us 
however indwelt, upheld, and strengthened he 
might have been by a divine person. If the suf- 
ferings and death of all the angels would avail 
nothing to expiate one infinite offense, to remove 
one infinite penalty, what would avail the untold 
and endless sufferings of one man? 

How the announcement that mortal man alone 
or even in part endured all the sufferings, and 
poured out his soul unto death for our sins would 
affright us from the table as from before the shrine 
of an idol! If the Lord of glory never suffered 
one pang, or breathed even one sigh of pitying 
grief for us, then would the celebration of the Sup- 
per be but an act of idolatry, for we would be 
communing with the body and the blood of a 
creature, and not of a Divine Being. Let the 
thought that would profane the sacred feast be for- 
ever banished from our minds. It is none other 
than ‘‘the Lord from heaven” whom we are to re- 
member at this feast. Man nor angel shared in 
the redemptive work which divine love undertook 
and consummated for us. It was before man was 
created or the foundations of the earth laid, that 
the Covenant of Grace was made by the Infinite 
Three in One, to provide for an event that divine 
prescience foresaw would transpire, if the earth 
should be peopled with moral beings. The ques- 
tion was, how was man to be saved should he vi- 
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olate the divine law, and the claims of justice be 
satisfied ? 

Not a few shrink from the very idea of the suf- 
fering of an Infinite and Divine Being—that God 
can or should suffer, and aver that it is both im- 
possible and unbecoming in Deity to suffer or be 
degraded. We admit the mystery of his suffering 
as we do of his real incarnation, but that this is the 
teachings of his word no one can rightly deny. 
While some can not conceive how Divinity can 
suffer, there is another view to be taken of the 
question: Would the honor or veracity of our 
Redeemer have allowed him to covenant with the 
Godhead to alone suffer in his divine person all the 
infinite demands of eternal justice, even to be 
made a curse, and, in a body of sinful flesh, be 
made a sin-offering before the eyes of angels and 
men, when he knew that on account of his being a 
divine person it was either impossible or improper 
for him to suffer? ‘The theory that he desired to 
suffer, but could not, limits his proper Omnipo- 
tence, as the supposition that he promised what 
he could not perform, does his honor and veracity! 
Nor can I conceive that when the time of prom- 
ised suffering arrived, he created a human being, 
and without consulting his will imposed upon that 
finite humanity all the infinite sufferings and 
death—the agonies of Gethsemane, and the incon- 
ceivable soul-anguish of Calvary—and yet with- 
hold from that lone human sufferer the whole 
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credit of the act. Infinite justice can not be de- 
ceived though man may be. The tragedy of Cal- 
vary was not a pious fraud palmed off upon the 
credulity of mortals. We may not understand 
how a divine being can suffer any more than to 
be incarnated in mortal flesh. Both rest upon the 
same authority—the revealed Word of God. We 
may not question or doubt when we gaze upon the 
speaking symbols of his broken body and shed 
blood; we were never commanded by these to 
symbolize the sufferings and death of a mere man 
like ourselves for our sins. It was the loving 
‘«Son of God,” the ‘‘ Prince of life,’’ who came 
down from heaven,— 


‘Who left his throne, 
And for my life gave up his own.” 


We should remember— 
§ Il. WHAT HE BECAME. 


To suffer the infinite penalty of God’s violated 
law for us, our Redeemer could not remain as he 
was from the eternity of the past, in beatific ecstasy, 
upon the throne of his glory in the heavens, the 
Associate of the Godhead. He could not remain 
amid the adoration of the heavenly Hosts, the 
Principalities and august Powers of the Universe. 
The penalty he had engaged to endure demanded 
not only infinite sufferings, but shame and deg- 
radation in the eyes of angels and men—that he 
should be made a curse to redeem those who 
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were under the curse; and be hung, as a malefactor 
on a tree, and there experiencing the fullness of 
that penalty pronounced upon Adam’s sin—expire 
in ignominy—not only ‘‘ despised and rejected of 
men” but forsaken of God the Father and God the 
Spirit, in a horror of great darkness. To do and 
become all this it was necessary for him to assume 
our flesh and form, our bodily organism, be born 
of a virgin, yet begotten of God the Father, that he 
might be really God incarnate. 
Paul describes this act in these words: 


“Who, though being in the form of God, he thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God—z. ¢., in all the glory 
and homage of the heavens, for he was entitled to them 
all; ‘but made himself of no reputation ’—emptied—di- 
vested himself of all that was necessary for him, ‘and took 
on himself the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of men. And being in the fashion as aman, he 
humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the 
death of the Cross.? Wherefore God hath exalted Him, 
and given hima name that is above every name, that at 
the name of Jesus every knee should bow of beings in the 
heavens, on earth, and under the earth,”’ etc. 


We see that it was the identical person, who was 
equal with God, who took upon himself the like- 
ness of sinful flesh, who endured the infinite penal 
sufferings and death of the Cross; that it was that 
Being who suffered on Calvary whom God ex- 
alted to the throne of the universe. 


We faintly see what the Lord of Glory became 
for us: 
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1. He who was very God, divested himself of 

every manifestation of his glory, and by assuming 
the form of a servant became man in the eyes of 
men. 
_ 2, He who was rich in all the honors and glo- 
ries of the universe became poor, that we, through 
his poverty, might become rich—be possessed with 
him of them all! 

3. He who was infinitely holy, knew no sin, 
was made a sinner in the eyes of the law, assum- 
ing all our guilt, and was offered up as a sin-of- 
fering for us. 

4. He who made and possessed all worlds, be- 
came a friendless, houseless wanderer upon this, 
‘‘ without where to lay his head,” and was at last 
crucified upon it and cast out of it! 


‘“<’Twas He, the Holy and the Just, 
The Sovereign of the skies, 

Stooped down to wretchedness and dust, 
That guilty man might rise.” 


We should remember— 


§ III. WHAT HE SUFFERED FOR US. 


The height, and depth, and measureless extent 
of what the Lord of Glory suffered for us, we can 
not now, and never can, comprehend, until we can 
measure the love with which he loved us. We 
know that our guilt was infinite, and merited in- 
finite punishment—that all we deserved he en- 
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dured—that the cup of God’s unmixed wrath 
poured out for us, He drained to the very dregs. 


*« And when He knew, 
The price of pardon was His blood, 
His pity ne’er withdrew.” 


And the flaming sword of God’s justice ‘‘ bathed 
in heaven” descended alone upon his divine per- 
son, no human being shared it with him, and its 
fires were quenched in his own blood. Not to re- 
member that he it was who is now before the 
mercy-seat on high interceding for us, and who 
suffered for us on Calvary, is not remembering 
Christ as the sacrificial offering we commemorate 
in this ordinance. 

This is the song of my remembrance, that with 
me will never grow old so long as my soul tastes 
the bliss of salvation. 


«“ Alas! and did my Savior bleed ? 
And did my Sovereign die ?* 


* There are those who deceive themselves and others by 
their conception and use of the term ‘‘death.” They 
seem to think of it as annihilation; and in opposing the 
death of God as Christ, they confidently ask, ‘* Did God 
die?”” Was the universe three days and three nights 
without a God? In the sense of ceasing to be, no rational 
being dies. Death, when applied to such, means a change 
in the manifestation of our being. I die, but I do not 
cease to live, to exist, but I change this form adapted to 
this earthly state, for another form adapted to another and 
different mode of being. In this sense of the term, Sok, 
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Would he devote that sacred head 
For such a worm as I? 

Was it for crimes which I had done, 
He groaned upon the tree? 

Amazing pity, grace unknown, 
And love beyond degree! 

Well might the sun in darkness hide, 
And shut his glories in, 

When God, the mighty Maker, died 
For man, the creature’s, sin.” 


We should also remember— 
§ IV. WHAT HE HAS CONFERRED UPON US. 


By reason of our sins we were lost; 

(1.) To Holiness— 

(2.) To Happiness— 

¢3.) To Heaven. 

He has conferred upon us who believe the free 


one of the divine persons in the Trinity, took upon himself 
our flesh and form by being born of a woman, and thus 
manifested himself to the world as a man, and his death 
means no more than the laying aside of this form for a 
season, which he did, and which we call death; and took 
it upon him again, which we call the resurrection. The 
Divine Person, while that body of flesh lay in the grave, 
ascended with the converted thief to Paradise—went and 
preached to the spirits in prison—vanquished the powers 
of death and the grave, and on the third day re-entered and 
re-animated that body and ascended with it into the 
heavens; and inthat self-same body officiates as our High 
Priest in the “ Holiest of Holies,” and in that glorified 
flesh will forever be the Incarnated Word, ‘the slain Lamb 
in the midst of the throne.” 
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pardon for all our sins, and purification through 
his blood. ‘‘For the blood of Jesus Christ his 
Son cleanses us from all sin.” He has conferred 
on us the regeneration of our moral nature and the 
impartation of his own, and sanctification through 
the Holy Spirit. 

He confers on us a good hope through grace, 
enabling us to rejoice often with joy unspeakable 
and full of glory. 

He has conferred upon us the gift of eternal 
life. 

He has conferred upon us the grace of adoption, 
by which we are now made the children of 
God, and joint heirs to the throne and glory of his 
own Son, our Savior, ‘‘to an inheritance that is 
undefiled and that fadeth not away.” 

His gifts are beyond our finite comprehension 
in number and preciousness. All this He has pur- 
chased for us by his own suffering, for what we so 
richly deserved to suffer! What ought we to ren- 
der to Him for all this? What gratitude, what love, 
what devotedness of heart and life to His cause 
and service! What cheerful sacrifice of our means, 
for him who sacrificed all the glories of heaven and 
even himself for us. ‘‘ Who, though rich, yet for 
our sakes became poor, that we, through his pov- 
erty, might become rich.”’ 


“«T gave my life for thee, 
My precious blood I shed, 
That thou mightst ransomed be,” $ 
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And rescued from the dead. 
I gave, I gave my life for thee, 
What hast thou given for me? 


With reference to this memorial feast he asks one 
thing which we can grant, and if we do love him 
we will cheerfully grant, viz. : 

To do it in remembrance of Him. 

We know that the specification of one thing is 
the prohibition of every other. His command, 
therefore, positively forbids us to remember any 
one else, however dear to us, when we partake of 
his supper. We must not pervert it, and bring 
down his just condemnation upon us by adding 
the memory of others—our parents, our rela- 
tives, or friends, to that of Christ. We are not 
to think of communing with those we respect and 
love on earth—with father or mother, husband or 
wife, with children, relatives, or friends; we must 
commune with Christ alone. What saith the 
scriptures: ‘‘ The loaf of blessing which we break 
is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? 
The cup of blessing—is it not the communion of 
the blood of Christ?” If we drink unworthily, we 
make ourselves guilty of the very body and blood 
of Christ, and we certainly would do this by using 
the Supper as a mark of our love for earthly friends, 
in addition to our love for Christ, or as an act of 
Christian courtesy or ecclesiastical comity. All 
our thoughts, all our fellowship, and all our affec- 
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tions should be, during this hallowed service, cen- 
tered upon one Being, 


“The friend who all our sorrows bore, 
* * * Who left his throne, 
And for our life give up his own.” 


A gentleman walking in the Federal Cemetery, 
at Nashville, was attracted towards a spot by sobs 
and groans. He saw aman, who had thrown him- 
self upon a sodded grave, and embracing it, sob- 
bing as though his heart would break, and watering 
it with his tears. So soon as the excess of his 
grief had subsided, he sat down beside it, with his 
arm thrown affectionately over it. He approached 
the mourner. ‘‘ Your son, I suppose, is buried 
there???“ No) ‘sir; this is “not? my ‘sens Se 
brother, or near relative, then?” ‘‘No, sir; no 
blood relation tome. As my grief seems strange 
to you, I will tell you about it. I live in Indiana, 
and when the late war broke out I was poor, and 
had a sickly wife and seven small children. I did 
not volunteer because I could not leave them. I 
was drafted. I was too poor to hire a substitute, 
as did many around me, and the officer came for 
me. He was about taking me away, to leave my 
poor wife and children to starve. You can only 
imagine my distress. Well, sir, just then a young 
man, hearing of my condition, came in, and said to 
the officer: ‘Here, sir, take me for him, and let 


him stay and take care of his family. I have no 
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wife or children dependent on me.’ Well, sir, he 
went for me, and after years of hard marchings and 
sufferings, in a battle fought near here, he was 
killed. I heard he was buried in this place. I 
have long wanted to come and visit it. I tell you, 
sir, I felt that I could not die satisfied until I could 
see his grave. I have been for years saving up 
enough to bring me here, that I might weep once 
upon his grave, and thank him—for he died for 
me, sir, he died for me;” and again his tears 
broke forth, and he fell across the breast of the 
dear dead friend, and wept and groaned aloud. 
Knowing that my presence would mar the sanctity 
of such unfeigned grief, I turned away and found 
my own eyes blinded with tears. 

So when we come to the table of our Lord, let 
us forget every other being in the remembrance of 
one who died for us. 


HOW WE MAY KNOW IF WE EAT WORTHILY. 


It does not say that if unworthy, and we eat 
and drink we are guilty of the body and blood of 
Christ, but if we eat and drink ‘‘ unworthily ”’ 
—an adverb, and not an adjective—and we 
should rejoice that it is so, for we are all unworthy 
to be accounted the friends, much less the breth- 
ren and sésters of Christ and children of God. 
No man that ever lived was worthy of such an 
honor. The fearful threat is to those who eat and 
drink in an improper manner, in violation of the 


62 THE SYMBOLISM 


laws of the ordinance,—in a word, ‘‘ not discerning 
the Lord’s body.” 

Notice Paul’s language to the church at Corinth. 
He praised them because they kept the ordinances 
as he had delivered them, and he charged the 
members that each one should examine himself 
and so eat, which clearly implies that they would, 
by examination, be able to know whether they 
were observing it according to his directions, and 
therefore we may know when we are eating it 
worthily. 

1. We must be orderly members of a 
scriptural church—not of a mere human 
society. 

We have seen that it is a church ordinance, 
and therefore we must be members of a scriptural 
church. This implies (1) That we have been 
‘‘born from above;’’ (2) That we have been im- 
mersed, to symbolize the death, burial, and resur- 
rection of Christ, our own death to sin, and our 
having been raised to a new life. 

2. We should partake of the supper in 
the church of which we are members. 

Christ has given you no right to commune else- 
where. No other church can give us the right to 
commune except where Christ has appointed us, 
and, since, only the members of the one church 
can celebrate the supper, and preserve the symbol- 
ism of the ‘‘one loaf;” should you seat yourself 
among them you would virtually be communing 
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alone. Your act would not incorporate you with 
the members. Should you attempt to observe the 
supper alone, or with a social party, it would be a 
profanation of the ordinance. Think of these 
things. Because a church invites you, it does not 
relieve you of the guilt of wrong-doing. 

3- We should not consent to eat other 
than unleavened bread, though used by 
our own church. 

If my church should, through carelessness or 
willful ignorance, use other than unleavened 
wheaten bread, I should respectfully decline to 
participate in her wrong doing. We know that 
Christ used the unleavened loaf, and it was of that 
kind of bread he said, ‘‘ Take, eat; this unleav- 
ened loaf is my body.” I conscientiously believe 
that the unleavened wheaten loaf is as essential to 
the supper as immersion is to the other ordinance. 
Suppose your church should use a fruit cake, in- 
stead of the unleavened loaf, what would be your 
duty? Certainly to protest against the profanation, 
by refusing to participate. 

4. We should not consent to drink any 
thing else than the “fruit of the vine”’ in 
celebrating the supper. 

We know that Christ used this, and commanded 
this to be drank by us as the symbol of his blood 
for us shed. If the church of which you are a 
member should persist in using raisin-water, or 
molasses and water, or water only, as some are now 


64 THE SYMBOLISM 


doing, you would be aiding and abetting the sinful 
perversion of the ordinance by partaking with 
them. 

5. If we know that we are guilty of the 
sins which Paul specifies in 1 Cor. v: 11- 
13, and Gal. v: 19-22, as leaven and the 
works of the flesh. 

Though our church may not know our guilt, or 
knowing, not discipline us for it, we should not 
dare go to the supper until we have repented and 
reformed, or we would ‘‘ eat or drink unworthily.” 

6. But, observing the directions given, 
and resting all our hopes on the shed blood 
of our infinite Redeemer, we come to the 
supper to remember Jesus only, to look be- 
yond the symbols to his sacrificial death 
for us, and our salvation through his grace 
only, we can not eat and drink unworthily; 
we may know that our observance is pleas- 
ing to him, and he will bless us in each act, 
and we will look forward with pleasure for 
its recurrence. 


“TILL I COME.” 


This is a glorious prophecy, which we should 
believe, because Christ, our prophet, foretold it. 
He has promised to come again and receive each 
one of those who eat and drink worthily to himself 
to share his glory. We should rejoice with ex- 
ceeding great joy because our redemption will not 
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be completed, nor we receive our glorified bodies, 
until he comes. ‘This was one of the most precious 
doctrines of the early churches. It was ‘‘the 
hope” of the primitive Christians. That coming 
is to be a bodily, and therefore, visible, personal, 
coming, not a spiritual presence, but in the clouds 
of heaven, with all his holy angels, with power 
and great glory, and every eye on earth shall see 
him. He ascended from the top of the Mount of 
Olives bodily, visibly, and the clouds received 
him out of sight, and the angels declared to the 
disciples that his second advent to earth would be 
in like manner. We should believe this in con 
nection with the Supper, if we would eat qworthily, 
and the thought of his coming again and or our 
seeing him with our own eyes, should fill our hearts 
with gladness and our lips with a song of praise. 


THE LORD’S SUPPER. 


‘¢ Around a /Zad/e, not a tomb, 
He willed our gathering place to be. 
When, going to prepare our home, 
Our Savior said, ‘‘ Remember me.” 


We kneel around no sculptured stone, 
Marking the place where Jesus lay, 
Empty the tomb, the angels gone, 
The stone forever rolled away. 
No—sculptured stones are for the dead: 
Thy three dark days forever o’er; 
Thou art our Life, our living Head, 
Our living Bread for evermore. 
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Of no fond relics, sadly dear, 

O Master, are thine own possessed— 
The crown of thorns, the cross, the spear, 
The purple robe, the seemless vest— 
No—velics are for those who mourn 

The memory of an adésext friend: 
Not absent thou, nor we forlorn: 
Art thou not with us to the end? 


Thus round thy table, not thy tomb, 
We keep thy sacred feast with Zee, 
Until within the Father’s home 
Our endless gathering place shall be.” 


>’OTE.—The reader who wishes to see a full discussion 
of this whole subject, is requested to secure and read the 
book, of which this is a part, “‘ Intercommunion, Unscrip- 
tural and Inconsistent.”” Price, 75 cents, 


BAPTIST BOOK HOUSE, Memphis, Tenn. 
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